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Abstract 
The following paper clarifies some of the issues concerning the establishment of food security in Richmond, 
Canada. Through literary studies and examining the case of the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project, this 
paper sheds light on the barriers that hinder food security from being on the public agenda as well as 
provide recommendations on how to promote food security in Richmond further. 
 In short, the barriers are rooted in the fact that food security is to vast and complex a subject to be dealt 
with in public policy. The interdisciplinary consequences of the current food production system include lies 
both in the fields of environmental science, economy and social science. Furthermore these fields have 
different discourses regarding what food security is and how the problems related to it should be tackled.  
Moving forward with establishing food security in Richmond will require the arrangements of deliberation 
processes. Here citizens, experts and government officials have the opportunity to learn about the different 
risks and consequences of the current food production system, as well as reflect on their own discourses. In 
such deliberation processes a food security strategy can then hopefully be agreed upon and an 
implementation plan established.  
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1. The Problem at Hand 
1.2 Introduction 
Climate change, resource scarcity and other environmental impacts of human activity are all important 
issues of the modern world, and they must be addressed if we wish to maintain a high quality of living. In 
recent years attention regarding these subjects has been increasing in the public realm. Concepts like 
sustainability, ecological modernization and zero impact are woven into many aspects of society, for 
instance in government, consumerism, production methods and individual activities. Despite this we are 
still a long way from fully understanding the consequences of these actions and more importantly solving 
them.  
Because the field of environmental science changes not only in the time frame of decades, but in the time 
frame of years, we as environmental  scientists we must not neglect current events in our studies.  This 
regards both the physical signs of change in the natural sciences, such as various aspects of global climate 
change, but also the impacts in the fields of social sciences such as resource security, mitigation and 
economics. In environmental science we should therefore not neglect looking at how society can affect the 
events of environmental change and the corresponding politics, as well as which specific actors in the 
society play the key roles. Scientists have looked for alternative solutions on how to solve environmental 
problems, one of which could be human-computer-interaction. Stacey Kuznetsov, Ph.D. candidate 
at Carnegie Mellon University is one of them.  
“Even in the past few months, political computing has played a role in changing outcomes all over the 
world. With protests and unrest sweeping the Arab world, there are numerous examples of social media & 
computing tools being used to organize bottom-up initiatives. Here, locally in the States, technology is 
playing a leading role in preparing for the next presidential elections. [Human-Computer Interaction is]'vital' 
because throughout the world, computing is changing political outcomes.” 
(Kuznetsov 2011) 
 
This year the Computer-Human Interaction (CHI), conference was held in Vancouver, Canada. One of the 
workshops was centered on how to engage grassroots movements. The title of this workshop was:  CHI, 
Politics and the City -Engaging urban grassroots movements for reflection and action. Kuznetsov who is also 
co-organizer of the workshop describes it as follows: 
“Working together with local organizations in Vancouver, we will try to understand the processes, 
challenges and motivations that drive bottom-up movements. We will debate the needs and applicability of 
HCI practices to further the efforts of grassroots activists. We will propose new strategies, explore technical 
interventions and create political artifacts.” 
(Kuznetsov 2011) 
I attended this workshop, and worked with a local grassroots movement, namely the Richmond Fruit Tree 
Sharing Project which is a group that works with many different aspects of food security ranging from 
poverty, biodiversity and carbon sink effects to education etc. A case study of this specific grassroots 
movement offers a unique research opportunity to look at how grassroots movements in Richmond, 
Canada, work to affect the events that shape their society. In this paper I have examined how a subject as 
complex as food security can be taken on by grassroots movements to allocate a change in the politics that 
will affect all of society. This Paper does not address Human-Computer Interaction in relation to grassroots 
movements, but the subject and the CHI-workshop has inspired me to look at the core issues regarding 
grassroots movements influence on food security policy. If you follow a road that is already known, you will 
never reach new places. With those words, I bid you welcome.  
  
1.3 Problem Field  
 
"Problems worthy of attack prove their worth by fighting back."- Paul Erdos 
 
The problems related to food security are vast and many, and must be addressed, but how? More 
importantly, who should the driving force be? Global food production is responsible for about 22% of the 
total global greenhouse gas emission. This is partially because CO2 is released from the burning of fossil 
fuels and partially because methane is released from livestock production (McMicheal et al 2007 p1253). 
This indicates that modern food production is a huge contributor to the release of greenhouse gasses. 
Furthermore over fertilizing, mono-crops and intensive farming and deforestation have lead to soil 
degradation and soil erosion, which means that it becomes harder to grow crops on it. Overall the current 
industrialized food production systems cannot be considered sustainable. Of course a more sustainable 
food production could be achieved if all consumers actively, in their everyday actions, expressed a wish 
towards this. A survey from 2009 on the Canadian citizen’s attitudes toward sustainability showed that 84% 
agree (with 52% agreeing strongly), that stricter laws and regulations to protect the environment are 
needed (Hoggan 2009 p16). When asked “What are the main reasons you do not behave sustainably?” 45% 
answered  “Lack of government leadership”, and 43% answered “Need to know more about solutions “ 
(Hoggan 2009 p19). This however, is a problem because the political issues are dictated by the interests in 
society, such as health care, integrations policy and public funded retirement plans. There are no votes in 
wanting to push for more regulation on food security or biodiversity1 preservation. Therefore no politicians 
are running campaigns with food security or climate on the agenda. But why are people then convinced 
that their government must lead a change in this field? According to Frank Fischer who is an environmental 
sociology scientist, it is a consequence of the industrialization. He argues:  
“Large-scale industrial society transformed the very nature of everyday life. No longer did most people 
provide their own necessities –grow their own food, supply their own means of transportation, build their 
own dwellings, and so on. In industrial society all these basic goods and services are mass-produced and 
marketed trough large, highly interdependent, impersonal structures and functions and functions ever 
increasingly dependent on expert systems”. 
(Fischer 2000 p6) 
 
                                                          
1
 “Total sum of all organism in an area” (Withgott & Brennan 2009 p.161) 
A further deduction of this is that citizens now have an expectation that it is the task of the government to 
provide safety and functional systems, funded by tax money. Within the expert systems lays the expert 
knowledge. An example is a farmer: Even though he or she is an expert on how to produce corn, he or she 
has no insight in how the use of fertilizers affects the local water system. An environmental biologist has 
this knowledge. This means the farmer may not possess knowledge of how the food production can harm 
the ecosystem, and thus has no reason to use less fertilizer. Environmental social scientist Ulrich Beck 
argues that letting the experts make the decisions for us is the best way to conduct policy making, because 
they posses knowledge that the common citizen does not (Beck et al 2003). In the example of the farmer, 
this means that the environmental biologist should make decisions on how much fertilizer the farmer is 
allowed use on his field. In other words: Let those who understand the problem fix the problem. This 
theory makes sense in an everyday context. You do not want your local butcher to fix your broken 
plumbing. But having the government and other regulatory bodies place themselves in the lead of 
establishing better environmental practises, based on the knowledge of experts, will not necessarily help. It 
can in fact have the opposite effect, where the individual citizen becomes passive, because someone else 
has now taken the lead (Kemp and Witthøfft 2009 p9). As Frank Fisher notes, sometimes the experts lack 
the answer themselves (Fischer 2000 p7). In the case of food security and climate science, even the best 
and the brightest in the field, have difficulties predicting the large scale consequences of global warming on 
food production, or accurately estimating the outcome of global financial crisis on food systems. Beck also 
notes that even if the experts do have an insight in what is best for society as a whole, implementing these 
solutions without involving the public and ensuring acceptance of the policy will result in an uproar, where 
the public doubts and/or rejects the plans, stopping them from ever being implemented (Beck et al 2003). 
For instance if the earlier mentioned farmer does not understand the potential harms of his or her food 
production, the farmer will not accept stricter regulations on how much fertilizer can be used. Many 
countries worldwide, including Canada, has seen large uproars and protest from farmers demonstration 
against stricter regulation in the farming industry (CBC News Canada 2005). Furthermore establishing 
another regulatory system will require a regulatory body to monitor if the new regulations are being 
applied. This will add to the cost of implementing and sustaining regulations. There must be an educational 
process where the people who are affected by the change, gains knowledge about the problems and 
become aware of possible solutions.  
In order to implement large-scale solutions to recourse scarcity and food security, you need to first educate 
the people whom it concerns. In the past years, there have been numerous attempts to do so. One 
example was the attempt to educate people on the issue of global climate change. These attempts 
intensified in the months leading up to the COP15 climate summate of 2009. From local to nationwide 
campaigns, most of the western world was bombarded with information about rising CO2-levels, shrinking 
glaciers, acidification of coral reefs, along with the dangers of these climate changes, in the hope that we 
would address the problems and at the same time change our energy consuming habits. ‘The ice caps are 
melting, so you should turn off the lights when you leave a room’. 
However several studies have shown that when confronted with facts about these situations, people 
distance them self further from the environmental issues, and become even more reluctant to change their 
habits. In a 2010 study from Berkeley University, two scientists, Feinberg and Willer, found that when 
people were subjected to apocalyptic outlooks of how climate change will affect the future, they became 
more sceptic about the evidence of global warming.  
“These results demonstrate how dire messages warning of the severity of global warming and its presumed 
dangers can backfire, paradoxically increasing scepticism about global warming by contradicting individuals 
deeply held beliefs that the world is fundamentally just.” 
(Feinberg and Willer 2011 p36) 
In other words, it is easier to accept new facts and knowledge, when it does not threaten your way of life. 
When dealing with food security we should then strive to not make the same mistake of spreading 
apocalyptic prognosis of towering food prises, highly contaminated water, scares recourses or starvation. 
So how can knowledge about food security be made tangible and encourage social and personal 
responsibility?  If moving towards a society with more environmentally friendly food production systems 
requires that all of society, from the individual to the institutions, work towards this goal, then how can we 
engage the public to actively become a part of achieving this goal? In Richmond, a city located in British 
Columbia, Canada, multiple grassroots movements have in the past 10 years advocated more public focus 
on the subject of food security. They have been the main driving force in the development and 
implementations such as food banks and community farms in the city of Richmond. But even though a lot 
has been achieved, there is still no actual food security strategy for the city of Richmond. It is my opinion 
that Non-Governmental Organisations (NOG’s) such as grassroots movements can play a significant role in 
the establishment of a food security policy. In the course of history other grassroots movements have 
played a significant role regarding policies on nuclear power-, organic farming- and ‘clean-air’ policy (Holm 
et al. 2007). This leads me to the following problem: 
1.4 Problem 
How can NGO’s impact food security policy in Richmond? -With special reference to grassroots movements. 
 1.5 Clarification of Terms 
1.5.1 Food Security 
Since my focus in on food security in Richmond, Canada, I will only look at food security in industrial 
nations. This means that issues of world hunger or starvation will not be address.  
The term food security was at the World Food Summit in 1996 defined as; 
”…a situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to 
sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and 
healthy life.” 
(Barrett.p825) 
 Whether this is a realistic possibility, seeing as no such state has existed in recorded history, I will not 
discuss further.  Seeing as my focus is on food security in the city of Richmond, I find it only reasonable to 
use the same definition of food security as the city of Richmond uses. In the formal discussion about 
implementing a Food Security Response Agenda, or Food Security Strategy, the following is stated as the 
definition of food security; 
“Food security is widely described as the condition in which all people at all times can acquire safe, 
nutritionally adequate, and personally acceptable food in a manner that maintains human dignity. Food 
security encompasses adequacy in both the amount and quality of the food at levels sufficient to enjoy a 
healthy lifestyle. To achieve a food secure system, there needs to be: 
1. A System in place for growing food in a sustainable manner (e.g., land-base available to produce 
food: food produced is affordable; provides economic well-being for commercial producers; uses 
recourses in a sustainable manner; preserves the natural processes upon which agriculture depend 
act.); 
2. A system in place which enables access in a sustainable manner (e.g., affordable living conditions in 
order that people can access sufficient amounts of quality food, efficient distribution system with 
limited to no waste, sustainable transportation systems, ect.).” 
(Rattan 2009) 
 
1.5.2 Sustainability  
The word sustainability is included in the definition of food security therefore I will clarify the definition of 
sustainability I will use in this paper. I use the definition of sustainability as defined in the Bruntland report.  
In 1987 the World Commission on Environment and Development under the United Nation, released a 
report with the title Our Common Future. The report is commonly known as the Brundtland report and it 
defines sustainability as: 
“Meeting all need for the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs” 
(Coley2008 p77) 
I will not further discuss this definition of sustainability. However I will note that the word sustainability is 
problematic. The term sustainable development is conflicting in the way sustainability regards preserving 
enough recourses for present- and future generations, where development refers to gaining, making and 
selling more. Sustainability refers to preserving recourses while development refers to using recourses. 
Sustainability is then an ideal which can be worked towards but never obtained. In this paper however, I 
will simply use the definition of the Brundtland report and disregard the unrealistic aspects of 
sustainability. 
1.7 Aim 
The aim of this paper is to clarify the main issues grassroots movements in Richmond face, concerning the 
establishment of food security policy. The focus is therefore mainly on problems expressed by the 
grassroots movements which are also the target group of this paper. It is my hope that the grassroots 
movements in Richmond will find my conclusion useful and assist them in their work towards establishing a 
food security strategy.  
  
1.6 Scope  
In this paper I take the position that food security is an important issue which must be addressed and 
that having a food security strategy is a crucial investment which should be made in every society. 
There are however issues I will not be addressing. I will mention them and explain my choice of not 
addressing them:  
 Developing nations: I will focus on food security in the British Columbia area and will hence not 
address food security in developing nations.  
 Historic events: Due to the time frame of this paper, I will focus on the current situation in 
Richmond, and therefore not investigate historical food security promoting events, in the history of 
Richmond.  
 Agricultural subsidies: I will not look into this subject because I find it to comprehensive. Looking at 
Agricultural subsidies is a study in itself, and I will leave this for other scholars.  
 Economic planning in food security: Again I feel this subject is too comprehensive to include. 
Looking at economic planning of food security would require a thorough look at the economy of 
the city of Richmond as well as assigning economic value to the many environmental fields affected 
by the current food production system. I find this subject of upmost importance but also find its 
extend to be worthy of a master thesis, not a Bachelor.  
 Food security in non-western societies: Seeing as my case is located in Richmond, Canada, I find it 
of little importance to describe and investigate the food security situations in developing nations.  
 Democratic processes: This paper takes a heavy focus on the environmental problems related to 
food security therefore I find it redundant to put focus on democratic processes. Instead I realize 
the case is situated in a democratic context, where food security policy is affected by electoral 
processes.  
 Stakeholder: In this particular case concerning a subject as complex as food security, identifying all 
the different stakeholders is not possible within the given timeframe. However should a list of 
stakeholders be composed, the following ought to be investigated closer: City of Richmond; RFTSP; 
Citizens; Environmental scientists; Local farmers; Schools; Local grocery store Owners; 
Entrepreneurs; and organizations in Richmond that promotes food security. 
 
2. Method 
The following chapter aims to clarify and explain my choices and considerations regarding project design, 
data collection and usage, reflections about quality of data, and analysis.  
2.1 Approach and Composition 
I will first look at the case of Richmond to examine which elements of the city could influence food security. 
I will then go further into the case and look at the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project, an NGO promoting 
food security in Richmond. By doing this I hope to gain knowledge of how NGO’s in Richmond operate to 
promote food security and hopefully uncover some of the dynamics that hinder or advance the process.   
I will then conduct a literature study on the subject of food security using scientific data about food security 
to get a deeper look into to problem of establishing food security in Richmond. I will also look into theories 
on what is needed to reach food security. 
 In my analysis I will then combine empery from my field study with my literature study to uncover how 
grassroots movements in Richmond can affect food security policy. See 2.2 Project Design for a visualization 
of my approach. 
  
2.2 Project Design 
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2.3 Action Science  
My approach to the field is in the form of action science, seeing as I wish to influence and improve the field. 
I also take on a hermeneutic approach and realize that I as a researcher have a pre-given set of ideas, 
values and attitudes towards the field.  
2.4 Case Study 
I have chosen to study the case the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Farm, an NGO seeking to promote food 
security in Richmond, Canada. Because I was introduced to the case of the RFTSP through a CHI workshop, 
my angle to the case has been from a research- as well as a design solution orientated perspective. I do not 
see this as something which has affected the outcome in a negative direction.   
2.5 Fieldwork 
To answer the posed question fieldwork is key element. Much can be learned from literature but in cases 
involving organizations like grassroots movements, fieldwork enables the researcher to uncover dynamics 
and discover problems that were not actively searched for. Fieldwork allows for a look into concrete 
problems, related to specific problems related to geographic circumstances. 
 
2.6 Empirical Data 
The empirical data collected is in the form for interviews with the following: 
Arzeena Hamir (Appendix 1): Vice President and facilitator at the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project. She 
is an agronomist and holds a Masters degree in Sustainable Agriculture from the University of London, 
England.  
Stacey Kuznetsov (Appendix 3): Ph.D. candidate at Carnegie Mellon University’s Human Computer 
Interaction Institute, organizer of the ‘CHI, politics and the city’ workshops, for the CHI2011 conference on 
interaction design. 
Benjamin Volpov (Appendix 4): Developer at Furion Media, Richmond. Holds a degree in Interactive Arts & 
Technology/Interaction Design from Simon Fraser University, Vancouver. Citizen of Richmond.  
The following interviews I have not actively used in this paper. However they have been a source of 
inspiration and knowledge: 
  
Kim Ejlertsen: Marine biologist. Member of the Danish environmental grassroots organization NOAH 
through 25 years.  
Mads Lange: Coordinator in NOAH’s Capacity Building project 
Evangelos Kapros: PhD Candidate at Trinity College, the University of Dublin, researches Human-Computer 
Interaction for Adaptive Information Systems. Holds a Diploma on Information Systems Engineering from 
the University of the Aegean, Greece. 
 
2.7 Collection of Empiric Data 
My interviews were carried out, both over email, over phone and face-to-face. Some interviews were done 
by using a video camera. I was forced to conduct some of the interviews using email, due to the distance 
between Denmark and Pittsburgh, USA, and Richmond, Canada. There was a set of pre-given questions that 
I had formulated based on the background of both the theme of the workshop, the academic background 
of the interviewed, and the literature I had collected. 
The face-to-face interview with Hamir was carried out as a group interview. The form of the interview was 
open and explorative to allow the subject to share with us, knowledge and information we had no previous 
awareness of. 
 The first part of the interview was carried out with a dictaphone since the interview took place in a coffee 
shop. Due to technical difficulties the audio file (Appendix A) starts abruptly. The missing part of the 
interview exists in the form of notes, but have not been directly used in this paper. 
 The second part of the interview was carried out using a video recorder as a dictaphone because of its 
superior sound quality in moving situations. The second part of the interview was carried out as a walk-and-
talk interview at the Terra Nova Rural Park Farm Centre (from here on referred to as the Terra Nova site). A 
transcription of these video interviews can be found in appendix 2. The video interviews are not included as 
appendixes due to their size.   
 
2.7.1 Validity of Empiric Data 
Kuznetsov, in her function as organizer of the workshop, and her background as a Ph.D. candidate, in the 
field of urban computing, participatory sensing and public expressions, will provide expert knowledge of 
some of the initiatives in alternative Citizen Participation, and the problems concerning these.  
Hamir holds a master in sustainable agriculture and is an expert on knowledge about the Richmond Fruit 
Tree Sharing Project in the sense that she has 10-years knowledge of the history of it. She is not impartial 
since she of course wants to see the best possible outcome for the Richmond Tree Fruit Sharing project. 
Volpov has been a citizen of Richmond his entire life. He comes from a middle class family and with an 
average/above average educational level. He is fairly representative for the citizens of Richmond. 
2.7.2 Reflections about Empirical Data 
As a consequence of the time limitation of this paper I have not interviewed a member of the Parks 
Department in Richmond. Had I acquired such an interview it would possibly have given a different 
perspective on the conflicts between the RFTSP and the Parks Department. Had I had time to conduct 
interviews with more citizens of Richmond, this would have clarified further if food security is a general 
concern in Richmond.  
2.8 Validity of Litterateur 
I have chosen literature both from the field of environmental social science and natural science, because of 
the nature of the problem of this paper. All theory about the social dynamics of environmental change are 
from environmental social scientists. In this paper I have chosen to work with the following theories: 
Franck Fischer’s Theories on Environmental politics: 
Franck Fischer argues that if politics on climate science are to succeed, there is a need for a democratic 
deliberation process within society. He argues that this can be achieved if scientists a) cease fighting other 
scientific fields and acknowledge the strengths of the different fields, and b) actively seek to mediate their 
knowledge and distribute it to all citizens (Fischer 2000). 
John Dryzek’s Discourse theory:  
Dryzeks’s discourse theory states that the limiting factor in environmental policy making is the fact that 
people have different discourses in relation to environmental issues. He states that even if people have the 
same overall goal, they have very different ideas about how to reach it. This causes conflicts and is 
preventive of policymaking (Dryzek 1997). 
Luhmann’s theory on Risk 
Luhmann’s argues that policy on a given subject will not happen until there is a realisation of the risks 
involved. He states that environmental risks are not risks, until they are acknowledged as such and 
communicated, for instance, trough movements and protests on a given subject/problem (Kemp and 
Witthøfft 2009 p25). He states that it was not until the 1960’s that the first environmental movements 
started emerging around the world, protesting against pollution, deforestation, nuclear power and more. 
 
2.8.1 Reflections about Literature 
To strengthen this paper it would have been interesting to also make usage of the literature that speaks 
against social science as a way of solving environmental issues. I however chose not to do this, out of 
concern of the size and time consummation of bringing in even more theories on how to solve problems 
related to food security. 
 
2.9 Analysis Strategy 
I have chosen to use a thematic analysis as a way of shedding light on the different issues that are hindering 
and conducive in grassroots movements influence on food security politics. Thematic analysis as an analysis 
method can supply a meaning condensation within certain topics, enabling a deeper look into specific 
problems. (Kvale 1997 chap 11)  
 
  
3. Case 
 
"There is only one nature - the division into science and engineering is a human imposition, not a natural 
one. Indeed, the division is a human failure; it reflects our limited capacity to comprehend the whole." 
-Bill Wulf 
 
3.1 Food Security in Richmond 
I will now present the city of Richmond’s food security situation, starting with a brief introduction to the 
city of Richmond. The city of Richmond is located on Canada's West Coast in British Columbia (BC) between 
Downtown Vancouver, and the U.S. border, and covers a land area of 129,666km2.  
 
(Map of British Columbia. Picture from Richmond.ca) 
 
Richmond has a population of close to 200.000, more than sixty percent being people of Chinese or South 
Asian decent, and has a growth rate of 1.3% (Richmond.com 2011). This growth rate is higher than the 
global 1.14% (Rosenberg 2011). Richmond also has the lowest smoking and obesity rates in Canada, as well 
as the longest life expectancy (Richmond.com 2011). Besides being healthy, Richmond, like numerous other 
cities around the world, has a proclaimed focus on sustainability. On the city’s official webpage, it states: 
“Our City recognizes the importance of creating a sustainable community. It is a core strategy for achieving 
our corporate vision of "being the most appealing, livable and well-managed community in Canada". 
(Richmond.ca 2011) 
Though 38% of the city is currently within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR2), only 2.112acres of the total 
4.903acres, are used to produce crops (Richmond.ca 2011). The rest is currently in the state of parks, 
wildlife preserves and recreational areas. The agricultural production in Richmond consists of 31.4% 
Cranberries and 21.4% Blueberries (Richmond.ca 2011). In other words more than half the city’s farming 
produce is berries and is used for export, not local consumption. The city of Richmond has identified a 
number of challenges in relation to the viability of farming in Richmond, including: 
 “Drainage 
 Pressure to urbanize the ALR 
 Pressure to subdivide land within the ALR; Rural/urban conflicts 
 High land values 
  Economics of farming, and  
 Servicing and infrastructure limitations.”  
(Ricmond.ca 2011) 
These issues are also pointed out by the Richmond Food Security Society, RFSS. The RFSS is a collaboration 
between the different food security groups in Richmond, among these the Richmond Food Security Task 
Force (RFSTF), the Richmond Food Bank and the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project (City of Richmond 
2009 p118).The RFSS oversees the planning of the activities and events related to food security in 
Richmond.  
 Now, in collaboration with the city of Richmond, the RFSS functions as a traffic hub for organizations who 
are working towards promoting a sustainable, affordable and equitable food system. With the mandate 
that “All people in the community, at all times, have access to nutritious, safe, personally acceptable and 
culturally appropriate foods, produced in ways that are environmentally sound and socially just”, one of the 
main goals of the Richmond Food Security Society is that the city of Richmond develops a Food Security 
Strategy (richmondfoodsecurity.org 2011). The reasons for this are many, and in the following I will outline 
the most important.  
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 “ALR comprises those lands within the BC area that have the potential for agricultural production.” (Agricultural Land 
Reserve 2011) 
3.1.1 Poverty and Hunger 
In Canada one in four residents are considered obese. But statistics also show that “Close to 2.5 million 
Canadians are regularly concerned about having enough food to eat” (Paskal 2011). In Richmond, like in 
most other large cities in North America, the problem of not having enough food to eat is not a question of 
there not being any food to buy, but that due to poverty people do not have enough money to buy food. 
This goes for both homeless as well as families with an income that does not cover the cost of food. In 
March 2011 the average price of a house in Richmond exceeded $1million (CBC News Canada 2011). 
According to a local resident of British Columbia, the price of rent makes up between 60% and 70%3 
percentage of the household income in Richmond, as well as the rest of Vancouver. This means, even if 
citizens have a fail income, most of the household income is used for mortgage payment, leaving some 
residents unable to buy adequate amounts of food. One of the initiatives to accommodate this issue in 
Richmond are the local Food Banks4. In a 2010 report by the Food Banks Canada, in March 2010, no less 
than 94,359 people in the British Columbia area were assisted, 11% of these having an employment income 
(Food Banks Canada 2010 p20). For comparison, the population of British Columbia was in March 2010 
4,033,319 (bcstats.gov.bc.cu 2010 p3), which means that 2.3% of the residents in British Columbia received 
food from food banks. This is one of the reasons the RFSS wants to ensure that a food security strategy is 
developed. This is not to say that Richmond is a city of poverty. Benjamin Volpov, resident of Richmond, 
points out that: 
“[Richmond]is predominantly populated by immigrants, in which more than half of the population is from 
Asia coming from a mid to upper class family.  Often these families live both in Richmond and Asia and can 
afford to live pretty well.  Richmond could be considered a second home for many Asians.” 
(Volpov 2011)  
 
Volpov here talks about Richmond status as a city that does not have poverty as a concern, but has a high 
standard of living. On the other hand he notes, that this does not mean that all residents of Richmond are 
that fortunate. 
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 Numbers have not been validated, but expresses a local concern about high housing costs.  
4
 A Food Bank is a non-profit, charitable organization that distributes food to those in need. A food bank usually work 
in the way that it collects food, most commonly non-perishables, via fundraising events and banquets held for 
instance at shopping malls, schools, community centers and the like. The food is then stored in a warehouse or similar 
facility and distributed to the hungry and poor. 
“Richmond shouldn't be singled out as a city having no family living in substandard conditions, there are 
many immigrant families who work minimum wage, which is challenging to live off that amount.”  
(Volpov 2011)  
3.1.2 Urbanization 
Another concern of the RFSS is that there is a greater pressure to use more Agricultural Land Reserves 
(ALR), for urbanization and development. This, the RFSS argues, can have devastating consequences on the 
environment, seeing as it will; enlarge water run-offs, eliminate carbon sinks, shrink biodiversity and more. 
Furthermore the RFSS point out that a Food Security Strategy as well as a larger local production of food is 
needed in case of economical crises that will result in a rapid rise in food prices, making even more of 
Richmond’s population dependent on food banks. One of the groups in the RFSS that actively works to 
promote food security in Richmond is the Richmond Fruit Sharing Project (RFTSP), an NGO that came into 
existence 2001.  
3.1.3 Food Security in the Public Realm 
Establishing a food security strategy in Richmond, will inevitably involve the citizens of the city. Hence it is 
not without importance to look at the current ideas and attitudes towards food security in Richmond. 
In the interview with Volpov, Richmond citizen, in relation to the question “What does the concept Food 
Security mean to you?” he gives the following answer: 
“Upon reading the term "Food Security" I thought of something completely different than what the 
definition of Food Security actually is.  Initially I thought why; would food need security, especially in 
Richmond?  Did the food need security guards to keep them safe? “ 
(Volpov 2011) 
This answer captures two vital points regarding food security in Richmond, namely what does Food security 
mean and is it important to have it on the public agenda? When asked if he thinks that Food Security 
should be on the public agenda in Richmond, he answers: 
“Food Security is an important matter to attend. There are many families in British Columbia who are 
constantly challenged to find food for their family. However, because the question was focused particularly 
to Richmond, a small suburb of Vancouver, than Food Security is probably not high on the agenda list due to 
the demographics of Richmond itself.” 
  (Volpov 2011) 
Here Volpov only addresses the economical aspect of food security. Whether this is because he finds 
economy to be the most important aspect of food security, or if he is unfamiliar with social and 
environmental aspect of food security, is unclear. When asked if he is personally concerned about food 
security, he answers: 
“In a way I am not concerned about Food Security. I have never been in a state of hunger in my life, which I 
am grateful. I am fortunate to have come from a household that could food me, but somewhere else on this 
planet someone in another family is not as fortunate.  I am not concerned because I capable of feeding 
myself, and have opportunities and freedoms that allow me to earn money.” 
(Volpov 2011) 
Again Volpov answers are centered on the economic aspect of food security.  
3.2 Summing Up 
The city of Richmond is quite representative of cities in British Columbia. Even though the city is a first 
world country, high housing costs leave some citizens in financial need, while other can afford both a house 
in Richmond as well as in their homeland. Some members of the community are in need of external 
recourses to cover their food intake, while others have no concerns about food security. To accommodate 
those citizens in need of more food, volunteer food banks have been established, as well as other 
organizations that promote food security. There are a number of challenges in relation to farming in 
Richmond, one of them being the high level of mono-crop farms which only produces food for export. 
Another is the ongoing conflict in the city about converting more ARL area into urbanized area to 
accommodate the growing population. This can however have severe negative effect on the environment. 
The citizens of Richmond are possible only aware of food security in the extend it affect their daily life. This 
means they are not aware of the different aspects of food security. I the next chapter I will describe their 
practice and the concrete problems that they were facing in the promoting food security in Richmond. 
 
 
  
3.3. The Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project (RFTSP) 
In the following I will present the case of the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project and the obstacles it faces 
in its work for establishing a Food Security Strategy in Richmond.  
3.3.1 Profile of the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project 
The Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project, RFTSP, is a non-profit society that grows fruits and vegetables for 
the poor. Located in Richmond, Canada, this organization has since 2001 worked in collaboration with the 
Richmond Food Bank, the Richmond School Yard Society, Volunteer Richmond, the city of Richmond and 
other institutions, to provide food security in the community. They differ from an average Food bank 
partner in the fact that they provide fresh fruit and vegetables which furthermore are locally and 
organically produced.  
The 2.5 acres (about 10km2) of the Terra Nova Sharing Farm were in 2007 donated to the Richmond Food 
Bank and other charitable organizations by the city of Richmond (RFTSP.org 2010). Before 2007 the site was 
an ALR fallow field classified as a public park. It now functions as a 99 plot community garden, a Sharing 
farm and a Community Shared Agriculture-system, (CSA-system5). 
The Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project operates by the following purposes:  
 “To grow vegetables and to harvest healthy produce to give to charitable food distribution 
organizations. 
 To promote sustainability through workshops on issues related to food rescue, food security, 
organic practices, farm gardens and youth. 
 To link with other similar projects who embrace the spirit of developing food rescue initiatives for 
the hungry, food preservation and community development through collaborations and the sharing 
of resources.” 
(RFTSP 2010) 
 Collaborating with the Richmond School District, and the Richmond School Yard Society, the RFTSP at Terra 
Nova teaches about 300-400 school children each year. The children learn how to grow, harvest and cook 
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 I here use the definition of CSA that is giving in the Richmond food system assessment report:  
“Community Shared Agriculture (CSA) programs provide city dwellers with a box of seasonal produce direct from a 
local farm every week during the growing season. CSA members buy shares in a farm's yield early in the season and 
thereby assume part of the farmer's risk through the season. Share owners are also invited to participate in the 
production process throughout the season”. (Govender et. Al 2006  p110) 
vegetables, because they believe it is of importance for children and adults alike, to know where the food 
comes from, how to produce food yourself, and how biodiversity, water and management and other 
environmental issues are connected to food production. 
The RFTSP is located right next to a suburban housing area, with housing prices of over 1million Canadian 
Dollars (Hamir 2011), and the line between the Terra Nova site and the residential area stands in sharp 
contrast. The below picture on the left is taken in the FRTSP office of a poster showing the satellite image of 
the site. The picture on the right shows the contrast between the populated area and the Terra Nova land 
(Se pictures below).  
 
(Photos by Mona Jensen) 
 
3.3.2 Values 
As described above the RFTSP do more than just grow fruits and vegetables for the poor. Written into their 
organizational purpose is also the notion of sustainability, food security, organic practices, youth, 
community and the sharing of resources. In other words the value set of the farm reaches far beyond actual 
farming and into the realm of fields such as social-economics, education, recourse management and 
organic practices. Though, because of the vast value set, it is hard to pinpoint the actual values of the 
RFTSP. In an interview with board member Arzeena Hamir, when asked about how they presented their 
values to the outside world, including the Richmond city’s Park Department, as well as citizens and local 
corporate businesses she replies:  
“I don’t think we do it very well”. 
(Hamir 00.26.20) 
It is unclear what the RFTSP’s reputation in Richmond is, but the interview with Volpov could suggest that 
the RFTSP is not well known among the citizens. When asked if he had heard about either the; Richmond 
Food Bank; Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project; Richmond Food Security Society or the Terra nova 
Schoolyard Project he replies: 
“I am familiar with the Richmond Food Bank.  In the past, I've heard their ads for help on the radio or the 
newspaper” 
(Volpov 2011) 
When Hamir was asked about their collaboration with the City of Richmond she Replies: 
“ So, not everybody’s on the same page when it come to issues of to greenhouse gas emission and how that 
site [Terra Nova. red.] is a huge carbon sink […] and not everyone’s in the same direction around food 
security and having, you know, food produced in our community. I don’t know where they think it’s gonna 
be coming from in the next 5-10 years. There’s certainly [sighs].. Not everyone’s going in the same direction, 
you know”. 
(Hamir 00.00.30) 
Hamir here points out that the City does not regard the environmental aspects and the question of 
adequate farming area of food security as important.  
3.3.3 Current Situation 
The Terra Nova site has according to Hamir encountered multiple occasions of conflicts and ongoing 
tension between the city of Richmond and the RFTSP. The conflict also lies in the local community, as well 
as between the community and the city, and between the community and RFTSP. For instance the city of 
Richmond wanted to build a number of tall buildings on the plots, but were met with protests from the 
local community as well as the autobahn society6. The RFTSP had plans to build a Sustainable Food System 
Center in Richmond, where local and government actors could discuss how to best meet the future needs 
of a sustainable food production, but the idea, even though supported by parts of the community and 
members of the city council, met resistance from other groups of the community and other members of 
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 The area is also a nesting place for about 60.00 snow geese therefore the autobahn society also wants the area to 
not be urbanized. The city of Richmond spends 100.000$ per year on scaring the geese away from the school area and 
the local farms, where the geese eat the seeds. (Hamir 2011) 
the city council (Hamir 2010). The sustainable Food System Center has not yet been realized. According to 
Hamir the major problem behind these conflicts is the lack of citizen participation and deliberation.  
” I’ll tell you what happens in an open house. They’ve already got the idea they want [...]. You “have input” 
[…] They don’t really want to hear your idea because then they might have to do something about it. They’ll 
offer for you to make comments on what the idea is already, so already they’ve […] selected what you can 
talk to them about. Currently the city actually had like a ‘talk to me’, kind of thing, […,] but they pre-chose 
the topics. You had to comment on what those topics were and... So you know it’s very controlled, controlled 
input.” 
(Hamir 00.05.30) 
Here Harim expresses that the city does not offer an actual opportunity for citizens to voice their concerns 
or ideas. She expresses concern that deliberation processes are mostly framed in advance.  When asked 
how she would like the decision process to take place, she answers:  
“I would like to have it as open as possible without it being sort of hung by that sort of articulation, because 
I think quite frankly, uhm, Vancouver has done this. Their greenest city initiative7 allowed you to submit 
ideas and vote on your favorite idea, and it just seems so empowering. I mean you got kind of clusters of 
ideas. […] We voted, and as soon as an idea got implemented you got emailed to say ‘we did this’.” 
(Hamir 00.06.25) 
She here says she would like an open deliberative process where citizens can express all their concerns. The 
city of Vancouver has used this method in relation to the Greenest City Initiative which she found 
empowering.  
 
3.3.4 Aesthetics –the Definition of Beauty 
Another conflict between the RFTPS and the Parks Department is the question of aesthetics. Hamir points 
out that they have had numerous complaints from the Parks Department regarding the looks of the Terra 
Nova site. In particular, the amount of tools lying around the site and the permanent tool sheds, have been 
the subject of discussion several times over a multiple year time span. Hamir points out that the Parks 
Department finds “the look of this really unappealing” (Hamir M0496). When asked whether it is an 
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 The city of Vancouver already has experience with citizen participation and deliberation processes. For more see 
www.vancouver.ca/greenestcity  
 
aesthetic thing or is it the fact that there is a semi permanent architectural feature that says ‘we’re here’ 
she replies: 
“I think it’s a little bit of both. […] We had a third shed, and when we said ‘okay, we can try and move 
everything into the other two sheds’, they were just ecstatic and we got rid of a shed because honestly they 
thought it looked like a squatter’s, like people squatted in here.” 
(Hamir M0496) 
The issues of aesthetics came up again in a talk about the Sharing Farm patio.  
”[..]So Telus [Internet-, phone- and TV-providing company in British Columbia Red.] approached us. They 
chose us as a site to do a community project. 30.000 dollars. So the city right away asked -they forced us- to 
hire an architect to design it first of all, so that was a fairly large chunk of it [the budget of 30.000 red.] 
Uhm, and then all of the lumber, everything, came out of this fund. And then when it came time to build the 
city helped prep the sight, their staff were here prepping, and then the build actually happened with 
volunteers from Telus. So uhm, with the help of the city again, uhm, the volunteers helped frame all the 
beds”  
(Hamir  M0523) 
 
(The Sharing Farm Patio, donated by Telus. Picture by M. Jensen) 
Hamir here talks about how donations from businesses cannot be used completely without restriction. 
Because the city owns the Terra Nova site, the Parks Department also has the right to decide what is being 
built on it. In this example the Park Department determined that an architect should be hired and paid for 
out of the donation.  
Recently the University of British Columbia’s (UBC’s) engineering department had offered to construct a 
modular structure for seedling for the FRTSP, and the help was welcomed. But the structure ended up 
looking like a half-build, permanent building: 
”This was our newest addition, we’re not so pleased with [Points to a house-like structure] This is what UBC 
2nd year engineers call modular. We wanted a modular, temporary area to hold our seedlings.” 
(Hamir M0507) 
  
When pointing out that architectural students might have been better for the job, Hamir replies: 
“Hey if I can get architecture students, WHO EVER [raised voice], but you know they built it.[…]They didn’t 
quite measure the shade cloth properly, but you know…”. 
(Hamir M 0507) 
 
Hamir here talks about how the RFTSP had been 
contacted by second year engineering students 
who had offered to help build a modular, non-
permanent, structure for seedling. But the 
structure seems permanent and slightly shabby, 
because of measuring errors regarding the shade 
cloth (See picture). The fact that the structure 
looks permanent is a problem because the Parks 
Department does not allow for permanent 
structure on the site. Hamir is frustrated with the 
outcome, but happy about having volunteers try 
and solve their some of their problems.  
 
(Picture by M. Jensen)    
3.3.5 Economy and Running the RFTSP 
Being a non-profit organization the Sharing Farm at the RFTSP in Terra Nova is relying on outside sources. 
The city of Richmond supplies the site with water and the land area, but no capital. The annual budget is 
approximately 90.000 dollars, and up until 2008 30.000dollars of this was given be as a provincial gaining 
grant, a lottery corporation that’s run by the province (Hamir 00.17.10). But in the economic crisis of 2008, 
the corporation was forced to terminate its annual grant of 30.000 dollars. As a result the Terra Nova site 
began looking for alternative ways to support the Sharing Farm financially, having more frequent sales, and 
started charging corporate volunteer groups 5$ per volunteer, on the account of having to bring in more 
staff. In relation to the more frequent sale of produce, the FRTSP has started selling produce to local 
restaurants. For instance they sell garlic at the price of 3 Canadian Dollars per bulb (Hamir M0491). But 
scemes like this far from cover the cost of running the RFTSP. In 2010 they came up with the idea of selling 
CSA-shares, starting with 15 and moving up to 25 this year. The CSA-shares almost cover the cost of one full 
time summer staff member. The majority of work is done by volunteers, but they do have summer staff 
members (Hamir 2011). The selling of CSA-share however, has created further tension between the RFTSP 
and Richmond City. Seeing as the city is providing land for a non-profit organization, and the land has status 
of being a public park, no one is supposed to make a profit on it. The income from the CSA-shares are 
considered a profit. Even further, because of profits on public property, the RFTSP chose not to tell the city 
of Richmond that they had started selling shares. This has created further tension between the Parks 
Department and the RFTSP.  
 
3.3.6 Volunteers 
The RFTSP workforce consists primarily of volunteers. These are made up of private volunteers and 
corporate volunteers.  The concept of corporate volunteers is that a company may wish to volunteer for a 
community or charity project. The motive can be to build team spirit in the company, to boost corporate 
image by presenting themselves as ‘giving back to the community’, or giving their employees a break from 
the everyday norms. The volunteer work is done within work hours which means that the volunteers are 
being paid for their volunteer labor by their workplace. The company can offer its help by contacting the 
RFTSP directly, or signing up via Volunteer Richmond, a service that enables businesses as well as private 
persons, to sign up for volunteer work. This has a great advantage to the RFTSP, because they are one of 
the only organizations in Richmond that can take in volunteer teams of up to 150 people. This means that 
large companies, like Telus, can send all of their employs out to do volunteer work, at the same time, and at 
the same site.  
“ ..We’re a member of volunteer Richmond […] and it’s through the group volunteering that we get a lot of 
the Vancouver based high-tech companies coming cause we say up to a 150 people and we’re like one of 
the few sight that can do that.” 
(Hamir M0522) 
And especially the High-tech companies of Richmond seem to enjoy the heavy labor of farming. 
“ …it’s interesting, they’re really into moving manure, they like that heavy lifting, shoveling, wheel 
barrowing, so we usually break them up into small, small groups, sub-groups and […] Rotate them through 
all the different activities” 
(Hamir M0522) 
Hamir here points out that the High-Tech companies who volunteer at the site are often excited about 
heavy labor. To give the volunteers a good experience, the staff at Terra Nova tries to let the volunteers try 
out different tasks at the site.  
But even though the RFTSP are thankful for the large number of volunteers, they are constantly in need of 
more (Hamir M0522). 
 
3.4 Summing Up 
The FRTSP faces many and various obstacles in regards to establishing a food security strategy in Richmond.  
Even though they are filling a huge need in society by providing the Richmond Food Bank with fresh 
vegetables instead of canned food, they still face many obstacles that might terminate their actions on the 
Terra Nova site. Their attention to environmental issues and local production regarding food production 
does not seem to be a concern to the city. The many different values are not easily communicated out to 
the community and city officials. They are dependent on collaboration with the city both in regards to the 
fact that the city owns the Terra Nova site, and that the city have a large part to play in the managing the 
Terra Nova finances. Because of this, the RFTSP must try best possible to meet the wishes of the Parks 
Department, which is also why the RFTSP have accommodated the wish of removing one of the three tool 
sheds. The removing of a shed is an action that related to the conflict of anesthetist on the site and the 
situation that the Parks Department and the RFTSP have very different perspectives on beauty. The FRTSP 
are also reliant on a volunteer workforce to run on a daily basis, and even if volunteers end up complicating 
some situation further, they are still a vital asset to the site.  
4. Food Security 
In the following I will describe and clarify food security in the light of both environmental impact, social 
impact and economic impact, as well as the science behind why policy making on the subject of food 
security is difficult. 
4.1 Environment 
 
“The prosperity we have known up to the present is the consequence of rapidly spending the planet’s 
irreplaceable capital” –Aldous Huxley 
 
The world is currently occupied by 6.9 billion people (U.S. Census Bureau 2011) all of them needing food 
and water. According to Godfrey et al, the global demand for food will continue to rise, along with the 
increase in population for at least the next 40 years. At the same time, the amount of fertile soil is 
declining, water quality is declining, and fossil fuels to run food production are running out (Godfray et al. 
p812). This goes for the world as well as the city of Richmond. The green revolution8 and industrialization of 
agriculture has had massive impacts on the global environment. I will not address all of them for there are 
many, but the following are some examples and represent the variety of environmental issues caused by 
the current food production system.  
4.1.1 The Effects of Pesticides on Water Environments  
The heavy use of pesticides and fertilizers, both organic and inorganic, has led to surface- and ground water 
contamination as well as hypoxia in water environments around the world. One of the best known 
examples of this is the hypoxic zone, or ‘dead zone’ 9, in the Mexican Gulf. The Mississippi River carries with 
it nitrate and nitrogen into the Mexican Gulf, most of it from the U.S. agricultural belt in the mid west10. 
This causes plankton and bacteria in river to thrive causing loss of oxygen in the water. This results in a 
‘dead-zone’ and in the case of the Mexican Gulf, the area of the dead-zone averaged 13,500km2 in the time 
span 1985-2007 (Withgott & Brennan 2009 p55).  
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 The intensification of agriculture through synthetic fertilizers, pesticides, irrigation systems, diesel fueled farm 
machinery and the use of GMO, which resulted in a rapid rise in global population. Between 1961 and 2003, food 
production rose 150% and population rose 100%, while area converted for agriculture increased only 10% (Withgott & 
Brennan 2009 p.145). 
9
 The technical definition of a ‘dead-zone’ is one where the oxygen level is less than 2mg/L (Withgott & Brennan 2009 
p.55) 
10
 About 74% of the nitrate and 65% of the nitrogen carried in the Mississippi River comes from U. S. agriculture in the 
states of Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Missouri and Ohio ((Withgott & Brennan 2009 p. 51) 
4.1.2 Greenhouse Gas Emission and Climate Change 
Besides from damaging the aquatic environment, global food production is responsible for about 22% of 
the total global greenhouse gas emissions. This is cause by both the burning of fossil fuels used to power 
farming equipment and methane released from livestock production (McMicheal et al 2007 p1253). This 
adds to anthropogenic global climate change. There is currently no reason to expect the growth rate in 
Richmond, nor the meat consumption in Richmond to decrease in the years to come. This means that even 
if meat consumption per capita remains stable, the total meat consumption will rise, resulting in a greater 
demand for meat. To meet this demand there will be a rise in meat production, which again results in a 
greater outlet of methane, a greenhouse gas of 23 CO2-equivalants 
11 (Coley 2009 p105).   
4.1.3 Loss in Bio-Diversity 
Yet another consequence of intensified food production is loss in biodiversity. The high use of monoculture 
crops, where only a single crop is grown on a field (today making out 25% of global cropland), has reduced 
biodiversity because fewer animals and plants can survive in monocultures, as opposed to natural 
polycultures (Withgott & Brennan 2009 p.145). In extreme cases loss of biodiversity can lead to extirpation 
of species, meaning that even though not extinct12, certain species no longer exists in that particular area. 
Today habitat alterations like urbanization are responsible for the decline in population of 83% of all 
mammal wildlife and 85% of all bird wildlife on a global scale (Withgott & Brennan 2009 p168). 
4.1.4 Soil Erosion 
Lastly I’ll mention soil erosion as an environmental consequence of industrial food production. Food 
production requires cropland, cropland with rich, nutrient filed soil. But over fertilizing, mono-crops, 
intensive farming and deforestation has lead to soil degradation and soil erosion.   
“Over the past 50 years, scientists estimate that soil degradation has reduced yields by 13% on cropland and 
4% on rangeland” 
 (Withgott & Brennan 2009 p138)  
In other words, the resource we use to produce food is being depleted in a rate far exceeding the rate at 
which it renews itself. The amount of fertile soil to grow our crops in is decreasing. In nations with 
especially heavy farmland industry, more soil is lost in weight than the produced weight. For instance, in 
the United States of America, 5 tons of soil is lost for every ton of grain harvested (Withgott & Brennan 
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 An equivalent describing the effect a given amount of greenhouse gas would have on global climate change, if it 
were CO2. 
12
 Extinction refers to when a specie is completely died out on a global scale.  
2009 p138). These are just some of the environmental issues concerning food production, and hence food 
security.  I will now move on to a more economical viewpoint of food security.  
4.2 Summing Up 
The environmental impacts of our current food productions system are many and divers. From damaging 
aquatic environments to adding to climate change, food production is depleting more resources that it is 
creating. Continuing the current food production system will eventually result the expiration of food and 
resources that are used to produce them. When coastal areas suffer hypoxia the fishing industry is affected, 
because there are no fish to be caught and sold to consumers. When soil erodes due to mono-cropping and 
over fertilization it results in lesser fertile land to grow crops in. Establishing food security will also require 
establishing a production system that does not operate on the cost of the environment.   
 
4.3 Economics 
 
“Economics is, at root, the study of incentives: how people get what they want, or need, especially when 
other people want or need the same thing.”  –Freakonomics, Steven Dubner and Stephen Levitt 
 
4.3.1 Food Security’s 3 Pillars 
According to Christopher Barrett, Associate Director for the Economic Development Programs at David R. 
Atkinson Center for a Sustainable Future in New York, food security rests on 3 pillars: availability, access 
and utilization (Barrett 2010 p825). Availability addresses the need for enough food, but does not address 
the safeness or nutrition of the food available. Access is more closely related to the individual/household 
choice of food, with factors like household economy weighing heavily. Unemployment and price spikes play 
a large role in this category. In the specific case of Richmond the Richmond Food Bank experience that 
almost one third of their “clients” have ongoing concerns about health, employment and affordable 
housing (Richmond Food Bank 2011). Lastly utilization addresses how the accessed food is utilized within 
the household. Is there for instance a huge waste of food in the household and is the household food 
budget spent on varied, nutritious foods or unhealthy fast food (Barrett 2010 p825)?  
4.3.2 The” Food Crisis” of 2008 
Food security is indeed a complicated problem to solve, and the fact that food production is interwoven 
with other global sectors does not simplify matters. In 2008 the world witnessed another consequence of 
our current food production system. A global crisis, later to be known as the big food crisis of 2008 arose. 
But the name is misleading. What happened in 2008 can better be characterised as a food price crisis 
(Barrett 2010 p825). Measured in food per capita there was enough food, what was missing was money.  
The yield in 2008 had been bad and the global food storage facilities had been trimmed do to earlier years’ 
abundance of food, resulting in rising food prices. Also speculations in crops, raging oil prices13, and a 
considerable increase in the production of 1st generations of bio-fuel, which is produced with corn, sugar 
canes and soybeans were important factors. All of these factors combined sent food prices soaring, and 
sent millions of people into starvation (Heinberg og Bromford 2009 p8). This resulted in demonstration and 
riots worldwide. In fact the 2008 food crisis was so vast that more than 30 nations experienced 
demonstrations and riots. (Heinberg og Bromford 2009 p8). This crisis can be argued to be a one-time-
event because of its ‘perfect storm’ qualities, where multiple events collide to form an almost catastrophic 
event.  
4.3.3 Fossil Fuels in the Food Industry 
Even if the 2008 food price crisis had circumstances that will not reoccur, there are still problems of which 
to be aware. The entire world’s food production is dependent on fossil fuels. Natural gas is used to produce 
artificial fertilizers, diesel oil is used to run the machinery, irrigation systems and transportation, and 
electricity produced mostly on fossil fuels is used to run large-scale greenhouses (Heinberg og Bromford 
2009 p1). This is a problem, because fossil fuels are non-renewable and because they are extracted and 
consumed at a rate much faster than natural processes can produce them, they will run out. The current 
data suggests that the known oil reserves of the world will be empty by the year 2046 (Corley 2009 p208). 
Having a food production system that is reliant on fossil fuels and is tied up with the prices, means that 
every time the price on fossil fuel goes up so will the price of food. 
 
4.4 Summing Up 
Food prices are not simply related to the cost of food. There is a variety of factors in play. For instance 
fluctuations in household income or yield has a huge impact on relative food prices. But speculations in 
food prices and the usage of crops to produce bio-fuels are factors that heavily impact food prices. Also 
because the current food production system is dependent on fossil fuels, food prices will follow fluctuations 
in oil prices, making food increasingly more expensive. 
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 Prices reached 147$ per barrel of oil in 2008 (compared to the 20$ a barrel that had been the norm of the 90’s) 
(Klima Kommisionen 2010 P14). 
5.1 Sociology 
 
“I drink diet coke so I can eat regular cake”- Gabriel Iglesias 
 
5.1.1 Loss of Local Jobs 
Canada is losing thousands of farms each year (Paskal 2011). In the city of Richmond the number of farms 
has gone from 247 in 1996 (gardencitylands.ca 2007) to 172 in 2011 (Richmond.ca 2011). Worldwide small 
independent farms are being sold off to bigger corporate businesses, increasing efficiency and allowing for 
regional specialization (Godfrey et. al 2010 p813). This tendency is also visible in Richmond where 
cranberries and blueberries make up over half the city’s produce. This means a lot of local farmers must 
close up their businesses or switch to a single crop production because this is more profitable that a 
polyculture production. Because of trends like this food is no longer locally produced, but instead 
dependent on a functional infrastructure to make the journey from farm to consumer, which is “currently 
averaging over 2500 km from farm to fork “(Vancouver.ca 2011).   
5.1.2 Promotes Unhealthy Eating Habits 
Another consequence of large scale monoculture farming is that food producers are able to buy large 
quantities of raw fruits and vegetables, which is then processed and distributed. Because these food 
producers are able to get the commodities at such low cost, the processed food often ends up cheaper 
than the unprocessed. This leaves the consumer with the choice of cheep unhealthy food, often in “super-
sized” portions, or the more pricy fresh food (Godfrey et. alp816). A result of this is a series of health 
related issues such as obesity, heart conditions, diabetes and more (Godfrey et. alp816) which puts the 
social health system under pressure, as well as the individual spending on health care and medicine.  
5.1.3 Food Risk 
Food risk here refers to the question of whether food is safe and nutritious to eat. It includes subjects and 
areas such as risk analysis, risk communication and epidemology (Joint Institute for Food Safety and 
Applied Nutrition 2011). One of the consequences of a large scale industrial food production system is the 
risk of spreading diseases through food production. In the past decades there have been numerous cases of 
contaminated food which have threatened the health of consumers. In several cases the impacts of food 
contamination have been deadly. Food produce contaminated with bacteria such as salmonella, E-coli and 
listeria, have several times filled the media. One of those was a case in 2008 where 12 deaths in Canada 
were caused by contaminated meat (Canada.com 2008). Food risk also contains such issues as whether 
food contains toxins and heavy metals. One example of this was the melamine scandal where milk 
contaminated with melamine, an industrial chemical that in large quantities can cause kidney damage, and 
death (Nytimes.com 2011). The chemical was used in milk production to cover up the fact that the milk was 
being attenuated with water. The contamination affected both humans and animals. In one case 230metric 
tons of organic soy meal feed for livestock production in Denmark was contaminated with melamine. 
(Krøyer 2009). This posed an interesting question namely; is organic food per definition healthy food?  
5.2 Summing Up 
Another important factor in establishing food security is to establish a production system that offers 
affordable, accessible and safe food. Currently farmers across the world are forced to sell their farms or 
switch to mono-crop in order to stay in business. When large-scale food production results in fast-food 
being a more affordable choice that fresh food, food production poses a severe threat to society’s health 
and wellbeing. And lastly having a food production system that is potentially lethal for citizens is a societal 
problem that needs to be addressed in order to obtain food security.  
 
5.3 Food Security Policy making- Why is it so Hard? 
 
"Human history becomes more and more a race between education and catastrophe."- H. G. Wells 
 
As described so far, food security has many different impacts, over a span of environmental, economic and 
social areas, making it interdisciplinary and complex. According to Nicklas Luhmann’s theories of risk and 
communication, these issues cannot be addressed before they are conceived as posing a risk. Here risk is 
not just related to the before described food risk, but the risks connected to the negative consequences of 
the current food production system. Luhmann states that environmental risks are not risks, until they are 
acknowledged as such and communicated, for instance, trough movements and protest on a given subject 
or problem (Kemp and Witthøfft 2009 p25). John Dryzek has a different opinion about why people cannot 
grasp complex problems. He argues that when people face environmental problems, they are confronted 
with two orders of complexity, both the complexity of the ecosystem itself and the complexity of the 
human social system. This happens whether the problems are faced individually or collectively in form of 
for instance government. As a result, he says, solving environmental issues should expectedly be doubled in 
complexity (Dryzek 1997 p8). This also means that if you wish to make sound choices regarding food 
security policy, you must have a vast knowledge of both the complexity of the ecosystem as well as the 
human social system. But knowledge about ecosystems usually lies in the realm of the natural sciences, and 
the human social system lies in the field of social science. Within the field of food resources and security 
there is an overlap of different fields and different problem such as; the impact of climate change on food 
production; the geopolitical tension between those who have the resources and those who do not; 
diseases and malnutrition as a consequence of poorer food accessibility; loss in biodiversity due to single 
crop farming, and much more. In light of events like the science wars14 combining the knowledge of natural 
science and social science, holds a grim outlook for policy making in food security. The bottom line is that 
the natural and social science have taken different perspectives and have different discourses. They, 
metaphorically, do not speak the same language.  
5.3.1 Discourses and Finding a Common “Language” 
The problem of discourses is one that social scientist John Dryzek also approaches. He describes:  
“A discourse is a shared way of apprehending the world. Embedded in language, it enables those who 
subscribe to it to interpret bits of information and put them together into coherent stories or accounts. Each 
discourse rests on assumption, judgments, and contentions that provide the basic term for analysis, 
debates, agreements, and disagreements, in the environmental area no less than elsewhere.” 
(Dryzek 1997 p8) 
So the environmental field, like the fields of natural and social sciences, is formed and dependent on the 
perspective or the ”language they speak”.  But because the environmental field is so complex and 
interdisciplinary, there is within the field itself different perspectives and discourses. This means there is no 
such thing as one environmental discourse. According to Dryzek there are four15: Environmental problem 
solving, Survivalism, Sustainability and Green Radicalism (Dryzek 1997 p14). This is no different from the 
field of food security policy. Unfortunately this means that even if a society might agree that food security, 
like sustainability, is a noble goal that should be aimed at, ideas on what this means on a concrete level, 
and which values should weigh the heaviest, are bound to vary. Creating a food security strategy will 
require an agreement about what the core problem is, and how to solve it. Obtaining this will start with the 
recognition that currently the field of food security and its sub fields, do not “speak the same language”.  I 
will return to this later.  
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 In the mid 1990’s in the U.S. a public clash broke out between the natural sciences and the human/social sciences, 
later know as the Science Wars (Fuglsang & Olsen 2004 p9). A physicist, Alan Sokal, publish a paper in the highly 
regarded magazine Social text. The paper was entitled Transgressing the Boundaries: Towards a Transformative 
Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity, and is was complete hokum filled with absurdities from start to finish. Sokal 
wanted to prove that the human and social sciences are nonsense and that anyone can get published (further 
information can be found in Fuglsang & Olsen’s paper from 2004), 
15
 For more information about the four environmental discourses see J.S. Dryzek: The Politics of the Earth 
Environmental Discourses- 1997. 
5.3.2 Communicating Complexity 
We have already established that simply appointing experts to solve the problems will not do, since they 
have different discourses depending on their field of expertise. In order to solve these issues, the 
knowledge about them, along with its complexity of them, must be communicated to those who are 
affected by the problem, namely we the people, citizens of the world. Resource scarcity and food scarcity, 
might not strike down on everybody, but the industry connected to food production, food processing and 
transportation, is one that affects almost every human being on the planet, and therefore every human 
being has a risk of being effected by lacking food security. So how can expert knowledge about the subject 
be distributed to citizens? According to Fischer, this cannot be done directly from the expert to the citizen 
because of what Habermas refers to as “distorted communication” between layman and expert (Fisher 
2000 p18). Where the experts communicate the knowledge in a technical language, the citizens, the 
receivers, communicate in everyday language. Fischer argues that experts have set themselves apart from 
mass society, instead of taking the role as educators (Fischer 2000 p7). He further notes that: 
“If experts, acting as teachers and interpreters, could decipher the technological world for citizens and 
enable them to make sensible political judgments, the constitutional processes designed to advance public 
over selfish interest could function as originally intended.” 
(Fischer 2000 p7) 
Fischer here talks about democracy and a deliberation process where citizen are not only informed, but 
also involved and enabled to make decisions based on a solid foundation of knowledge and reflection, a 
deliberation process that will give citizens the opportunity to influence the politics that will influence them. 
5.4 Summing Up 
 The field of food security covers a range of different occupations, fields and sub-fields. Ranging from 
microbiology, epidemiology, sociology, economics to climatology etc. Gaining a complete specialized 
knowledge of food security is impossible. There must instead be an awareness of the vastness of the field 
as well as its interdisciplinary complexity. To move forward with the issues of establishing food security 
there must therefore first be a realization of the possible risks our current food production system holds as 
well as an acceptance of the different discourses whiting the field. To start this process there must however 
first be a learning situation where the people who will be affected gain knowledge about the problems at 
hand in an accessible language. A way to distribute this knowledge could be through deliberation 
processes.  
6. Analysis 
 
"Chaos is inherent in all compounded things. Strive on with diligence.” -Buddha  
 
In the following I will analyze the situation the Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project is faced with in regard 
to obtaining a food security policy in the City of Richmond. 
 
6.1 Conflict of Interest 
The RFTSP and Parks Department have many ‘conflicts of interests’ to be aware of; these are examined 
below. 
6.1.1 CSA-Shares and Field Usage 
The Terra Nova site is the property of the city of Richmond, and is only on loan. The RFTSP is operation on 
borrowed land, meaning they will have to comply with the regulations of the city of Richmond. In this 
regard selling CSA-shares can be seen as a breach of contract which could ultimately result in the 
termination of the collaboration between the RFTSP and the city of Richmond.  
To comply with Richmond’s goal of being a sustainable city, the city of Richmond is interested in upholding 
an image which is supportive of community initiatives and projects promoting social improvement and 
sustainable. Also, having the RFTSP at the Terra Nova site means the area is not a patch of fallow field, but 
instead is being cultivated through crop rotation and compost. Whether the field has more value as fallow 
field or cultivated farmable land area would depend on the values attached to it. If the Parks Department 
sees more value in having fallow fields, then this becomes a problem for obtaining a food security strategy.   
6.1.2 Volunteers 
The RFTSP relies on volunteers help to run on a daily basis and through Volunteer Richmond they have the 
opportunity to acquire help from up to 150 people at the time. Since they rely so heavily on a volunteer 
workforce, they also compete with other charities over the spare time and surplus energy of the people in 
Richmond (whether or not the RFTSP is aware of this is uncertain). This means the RFTSP has an ongoing 
dilemma: they could be gaining volunteers at the expense of organisations they collaborate with, i.e. the 
Richmond Food Bank. If the different organisations working towards food security in Richmond are, at the 
same time, fighting each other over labor, this could limit the process of establishing a food security plan in 
Richmond. On the other hand, it might actually promote food security since they have the opportunity to 
engage people of different beliefs and interests. A citizen concerned about biodiversity might not be 
concerned about feeding the poor and vice versa. 
6.1.3 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) and Urbanization  
Another intriguing but unfortunate conflict is that of the declining ALR area. The businesses of Richmond 
would like to convert more ALR into populated area that can be used for various businesses or housing 
projects. With an above global average growth rate and above national average housing prices, Richmond 
faces the following dilemma of choosing between;  
1. Preserving the current land area and ecosystems, while facing housing prices at a level that forces 
more and more citizens to seek assistance in food banks, or;  
2. Urbanize more land area, creating homes and businesses that can lift the economy of the city, 
while limiting natural parks and farmable land area, hindering locally grown fruits and vegetables.  
This dilemma has no obvious solution. Converting ALR area into populated area and allowing for 
urbanization is not a guarantee that houses will be affordable and allow for a greater share of the 
household budged to be spent on food. Likewise, conservation of the land for local produce does not 
guarantee cheaper food. Currently the RFTSP is selling garlic at $3 per bulb, a price not competitive with 
industrial farming. On the other hand, according to theories of supply and demand, if enough food is 
produced locally, prices will level themselves. If food cannot be produced locally at an affordable price, 
food security cannot be obtained. 
 
6.2 Conflict of Values  
6.2.1 Internal Conflicts and Different Discourses  
That the FRTSP has troubles communicating their value, could be because of an internal conflict of values 
due to their huge set of different goals within the FRTSP. In light of Dryzek’s discourse theory this seems 
only logical and given the range of different causes the RFTSP support, different opinions must be expected. 
However, if there is not a realisation that people within the RFTSP have different discourses and different 
values concerning what the end goal of the Terra Nova site should be, they risk internal division. From the 
interview with Harim, through comment’s such as “I don’t think we do it very well” (Hamir 00.26.20), it 
sound like there is already some hidden frustration within the RFTSP, and a frustration that values are not 
communicated well to people outside the RFTSP. This is also visible in the diversity of their purpose where 
they wish;  
 “To grow vegetables and to harvest healthy produce to give to charitable food distribution 
organizations. 
 To promote sustainability through workshops on issues related to food rescue, food security, 
organic practices, farm gardens and youth. 
 To link with other similar projects who embrace the spirit of developing food rescue initiatives for 
the hungry, food preservation and community development through collaborations and the sharing 
of resources.” 
(RFTSP 2010) 
All of these causes can be viewed as noble and “good” on their own, but when bundled together, they 
display a range of different attitudes and ideas about ‘how the world should be’. For instance that 
sustainability is reached through organic practices and local produce or that sharing of resources leads to 
community development. In general all the causes share the notion that the status quo must be changed 
and that large-scale industrial farming is not an option. The comment about food produced in the local 
community and ”… where they think it’s gonna be coming from in the next 5-10 years.” (Hamir 00.00.30), 
expresses a Survivalism discourse, where local food production is a matter of securing enough resources to 
feed the community. In contrast the notion of community development through “collaborations and the 
sharing of resources” is an example of Green Radicalism, where new structures in society are seen as both 
possible and necessary. But the overall goal which the RFTSP shares with the Richmond Food Security 
Society, expresses a discourse of Environmental Problem Solving, where a democratic government 
facilitates change in society. This could be through governmental investment in food security or taxation on 
harmful food production practices. The use of different discourses it not in itself a problem, but not 
realizing the use of them can be. Even though the RFTSP, as well as the different organizations in the 
Richmond Food Security Society, all share the common goal of establishing a food security strategy in 
Richmond, they have different ideas about what this means and how it should be approached. Establishing 
a food security program will require if not a complete agreement on the end goal, then at least an 
acceptance of different values and discourses.  
6.2.2 Definition of Beauty 
In relation to the Parks Department and the city of Richmond, there is also a conflict regarding aesthetics or 
at least the perception of beauty. There is an ongoing conflict about having the tool sheds on the Terra 
nova site, or having tools visible in the area. The RFTSP sees value and beauty in the ongoing labor at the 
farm and the continued process of maintaining a garden for local food production. The Parks Department 
on the other hand finds that tool sheds make the farm look like a squatter’s area and that the tools around 
the sight are messy. A reason for this is probably that people of RFTSP are there to see the ongoing 
transformation of the site and the practical uses for both the tools and the sheds, whereas the Parks 
Department only see the site on rare occasions and therefore expect a tidy garden. They expect this 
because they do not understand that the site needs constant maintenance, or the need for tools in regards 
to maintenance. If the shape of the Terra Nova site on the day I visited it is representative of the general 
state of the farm, I would argue that the site is kept tidy and that only a few tools are lying around. The 
tools that are visible appear to be used actively.  
Another explanation for the conflict of aesthetics between the FRTSP and the Parks Department can be 
found in the fact that a parks department manages parks.  A park is a completed product. Even though 
maintenance is required, a park represents something finished and ready for use. In the case of local 
farming, the concept of ‘completed’ does not exist. There is always a next step. And in the case of the 
RFTSP there are many next steps because they have an ongoing wish of producing more food for the food 
banks, and want to engage more community members in local gardening.   
6.3 Freedom and Dependence 
6.3.1 Constraints and Obligation 
Because the Terra Nova area is owned by the city of Richmond and the city provides water for the site, the 
RFTSP is reliant on a good relationship with the city in order to continue and expand its work. This also 
means that the RFTSP has a limited amount of freedom regarding its choices of practice. For instance the 
RFTSP was given 30.000 dollars by a corporate business to do a community project at Terra Nova. The Parks 
Department then decided such a project, where a more permanently structure would be built, should be 
designed by a professional architect. The salary had to be paid out of the 30.000 budget, as did the material 
selected by the architect. Even thought the RFTSP is given a donation by a corporate business as a result of 
giving the business a good experience and establishing a good relationship with them, the RFTSP does not 
have full control over how the money can be invested. At the same time staff members from the Park 
Department are volunteering to help prep the site for the new community project. 
”Then when it came time to build the city helped prep the site, their staff were here prepping, […] with the 
help of the city again, uhm, the volunteers helped frame all the beds” 
(Hamir M0523)  
This places the RFTSP in a situation of being dependent of the Parks Department and their relationship to 
them, in order to have control over the donations they receive. Seeing as the RFSP are constantly trying to 
find new investors, having to distribute the limited financial resources in accordance with the parks 
department, puts a massive constraint on the RFTSP and adds to the tension between the RFTSP and the 
Parks Department. Furthermore it seems from the interview that the RFTSP are obliged to accept and be 
thankful for the help offered from the Parks Department. The same goes for the 2nd year engineering 
students from UBC. Even though having constructed a structure that places the RFTSP in a tense situation 
regarding only being allowed to have nonpermanent structure on the site, the RFTSP still has to be thankful 
for the free labor. Beggars can’t be choosers and the RFTSP is dependent on volunteer work to stay afloat. 
This feeling of constriction and the tension it creates between the RFTSP and the Park Department can 
work against establishing a food security strategy in the city of Richmond because the RFTSP might be more 
reluctant to cooperate with any of the City’s departments. Likewise if the RFTSP has a bad reputation within 
one department of the city administration, other departments are likely to adopt this view of the RFTSP. 
6.4 Deliberations 
6.4.1 Having a Say 
Hamir openly stated that she would like a more deliberative approach to decision making in regards to 
establishing a food security strategy. According to her, the city has already had meetings where the citizens 
are invited to give their opinion, but the subject is pre-chosen. Her statement that, “You “have input”“ and 
that “they don’t really want to hear your idea because then they might have to do something about it.” 
(Hamir 2011) says a lot about her level of trust regarding the city’s ability to listen to the citizens and have 
an open discussion.  But it also says something about the general feeling that different members of the 
community do not have a say in the matter of food security. If this opinion is shared by the rest of the 
citizens in the community, then the city of Richmond needs to work hard on regaining the trust of its 
citizens. 
The interview with Volpov suggests that not all aspects of food security are publicly known. His answers 
regarding the economic aspect of food suggest that this is the only side of food security he feels will affect 
him personally. In light of Luhmann’s theory on risk the environmental and sociological aspects of food 
security will not be dealt with before they are considered as risks. If citizens are not affected directly by a 
certain aspect of food security, they will not push for policy changes on that aspect. A deliberation process 
on the subject and complexity of food security could be a way to definitively determine if the city should 
develop a Food Security Strategy, or if doing such is just an unrealistic idea from a group of passionate 
citizens. By engaging the community and releasing knowledge about all aspects of food security, citizens 
would gain knowledge of the risks related to the subject. In that process the individual citizen would 
become more aware of their own influence on food security policy.  
6.5 Summing Up 
There are many conflicts in play regarding the establishment of food security in Richmond. The selling of 
CSA-shares risks terminating the agreement with the Parks Department, but the RFTSP is heavily dependent 
on the Parks Department and on having a good relationship with them. The RFTSP is constantly in need of 
more finances and more volunteers, but the Parks Department have partial control over the RFTSP 
finances. Also relying heavily on the work of volunteers, means risking that the job carried out is not done 
satisfactory. The conflict of the possible conversion of ALR land into urbanized area is especially 
complicated since the preservation of ALR land means continued high housing prices, which then results in 
citizens not being able to afford food. Finally, the problem of different discourses within the field of food 
security is a hindering factor and must be addressed if a food security strategy is to be established. To do 
this and to spread knowledge about the different aspects of food security, deliberation processes are 
needed. Here citizens of the community have the opportunity to learn about the different problems to 
render them more capable of making sound decisions regarding food security policy. Also it will give them 
the chance to participate in discussions about how best to tackle the many issues related to food security. 
   
  
7. Results 
7.1 Discussion 
 
"Everything should be made as simple as possible, but not simpler."-Albert Einstein 
 
In the following I will discuss some of the general problems regarding establishing food security. The 
discussion is based on the knowledge I have acquired throughout my work in this field.  
7.1.1 Is food Security a Good Idea? 
I have stated early on that I would not discuss whether food security was possible or not. This discussion on 
the other hand deals with the question of whether establishing a food security is even a good goal for a 
society to work towards. Food security is so complex and interdisciplinary that legislation in one field of 
food security policy might work against food security in other fields. One example is passing legislation that 
ensures ALR area from being converted to urban area. Even though food security is being promoted from 
an environmental perspective, from a social perspective food security is being limited because the lack of 
affordable houses makes food more expensive in context to household economy. Conflicts like this are 
many in the field of food security and therefore I question if it is a good societal goal. I am hereby not 
stating that food security is not important, but I do not believe that striving for food security in terms of the 
current definition necessarily is a good idea for a society. In Richmond a wide variety of problems are 
incorporated into the definition of food security. Aiming to establish food security in its current definition, 
is in my opining to take on more than can be solved at once. Putting all the different food security related 
problems in one bowl and expecting to solve them all at once seems idealistic and somewhat naive. I will in 
my conclusion address how food security should be tackled. Food security, like sustainability, is an ideal 
that even though unobtainable, holds as a noble goal and working towards it will potentially improve the 
quality of life for those involved. 
 
7.2 Summing Up 
The conclusion of this paper is reached within the frame of the original definition of food security but it is 
important to ask whether this framework reflects the actual state of society. In this case, the label of food 
security has been attached to, to many good causes. This makes food security in its current definition 
unreachable as a concrete goal.   
7.3 Conclusion  
 
“Nothing in this world is to be feared … only understood” –Marie Curie 
 
In the following I will explain my conclusions to the question:  
“How can NGO’s impact food security policy in Richmond? -With special reference to grassroots 
movements.” 
Citizens want and expect their government and regulatory bodies to conduct the policies regarding food 
security. Citizens feel they lack the knowledge to make informed decisions about the subject but unless 
there is a demand for change in society, no politicians will put food security on the agenda. Therefore there 
needs to be a bottom-up push for food security policy before any actual policymaking will take place. 
Bottom-up push requires a set of common values that can be expressed as ‘one voice’. In the light of the 
different discourses within the field of food security, finding that ‘one voice’ is currently unlikely. If the 
problem of lacking ‘one voice’ is to be overcome, there needs to be an understanding of the complexity 
related to food security as well as an understanding of the fact that people have different discourses on 
food security. Even if all the citizens of Richmond agreed to make food security a top priority on the 
political agenda, one would still not be much closer to solving the problems of food security. There are just 
as many ‘top priorities’ or ‘main issues’, as there are discourses. This also means there are equally many 
‘best practices’ for solving the problem and there needs to either be one discourse, or a realization and 
acceptance of different discourses. Having only one discourse for an issue as complex as food security is 
very unlikely, if not impossible, so instead going forward with multiple discourses would be a more 
appropriate approach.  
Realising and accepting that people have different values and different discourses will require a process of 
learning. Citizens must gain an understanding of the different subjects within the definition of food 
security, from hypoxia to the dynamics of the food crisis and infrastructure etc. However, the problem of 
food security cannot be addressed before it is conceived as a risk. The lack of a food security strategy will 
not be seen as a risk, before the citizens have gained knowledge about the issues regarding food security. 
But informative campaigns about the complexity of food security will have an overwhelming effect on 
citizens. This risks creating a situation where the citizens distance themselves from the subject of food 
security. There needs to be a deliberation process where the citizens of Richmond have the opportunity to 
learn about the different aspects of food security and form their own opinions and reflect on their own 
discourses in relation to the subject. Only through citizen participation and deliberation processes and 
understanding of one’s own perspective in relation to food security can an actual political debate happen. 
Citizen deliberation processes allow for at build up of trust between the citizens and the experts which is 
vital for policy making. If the public does not trust the experts they will not support legislations on the 
subject. It is important that such processes do not take the form of “public” debates, narrowed down to a 
few pre-determined subjects. It is also important that the debate does not take form of an expert 
presenting knowledge only in a technical language. The knowledge must be made relevant and 
understandable for everyone. So, in order to impact food security policy in Richmond, NGO’s such as 
grassroots movements must focus on establishing arenas where deliberation processes can take place in 
order to draw attention to these issues, as well as offer knowledge about them to the citizens of Richmond. 
This should include a continued collaboration with government officials as well as experts on the various 
fields connected to food security. 
In practice such area would require the following: 
7.3.1 A Division of the Field of Food Security 
Food security is indeed an important issue, but currently it is too big to succeed. The RFTSP would have to 
have an internal discussion about how food security should be divided into smaller issues, as well as discuss 
which parts of food security they feel should be addressed first. This will not be an easy process seeing as 
members will probably have different values and ideas about “what the most important thing about food 
security is”. Members of the RFTSP must in this process remember that they are working towards a 
common goal, and that an individual weighing organic practices heavier that providing food for the poor, is 
not “wrong”. That person just has a different discourse.  
7.3.2 Sharing the Knowledge 
When the RFTSP has decided on an area of food security they want to address first they can start arranging 
public meetings. This will require establishing contact to experts on the field as well as city officials and 
other stakeholders, such as local farmers, inviting them to participate and voice their opinions on the 
matter. Knowledge and fact about the subject should be gathered and a mediator appointed. A mediator 
will have the task of presenting the technical data and facts in a manner that is understandable for 
everybody. Here I suggest having experts and knowledge which present multiple angles of the subject. For 
instance on the subject of local food production, it would be of upmost importance to not only present 
views that promote local farming, but also views that shed light on the conflicts regarding the wish to use 
ARL area for urbanization.  
7.3.3 Finding a Strategy 
The point of these deliberative meetings will not only be to supply citizens with knowledge about food 
security. It is also a chance to bring many different stakeholders into the same room and have a discussion 
about what a food security strategy should contain and how it can be implemented. Here the problem can 
be addressed from multiple angles, and concerns about the difficulties in establishing a food security 
strategy can be expressed. By developing a food security strategy in a forum where both experts, politicians 
and citizens have had their say, there is also generated a situation where it is harder for any of the involved 
parts to back out of the agreed strategy. For instance if it, in a deliberative process, has been agreed that 
the city of Richmond will apply stricter regulation on fertilizer usage, the fact that it has been agreed upon 
collectively means that farmers will not stand strong if they after having learned about all aspects of 
fertilizer usage, still disagree with the regulations. Likewise, the regulator bodies will meet public resistance 
if they try to avoid implementing the regulations agreed upon in the deliberation process.  
After having established a plan for implementing a food security strategy the RFTSP must then actively 
follow up on the implementation process and provide information to stakeholder about the process. If 
there is a delay or diversion of some sort, it is crucial that information about this be distributed to the 
stakeholders in order to both avoid further prolonging or dismissal of the implementing process and to not 
leave stakeholders in the dark, regarding why the plans they helped articulate are not carried out.  
7.3.4 The Physical Surroundings 
The physical surroundings of a deliberation process could be in a city conference facility located central to 
allow for members of the community to use public transit as well as personal transportation to get there. 
The meeting could be further supported by an on-line debate forum, where citizens could submit question 
and suggestions surrounding the subject of the deliberation. In such a forum it might an idea to provide 
additional articles and other materials for those citizens who would like further information on the subject. 
These meeting can take the form of a reoccurring event, where a different topic regarding food security is 
taken up.  
7.3.4 Expect Resistance  
In relation to such meetings the RFTSP must expect frustration about limiting factor such as low turn outs 
and citizens that do not agree with the RFTSP, or that do not feel the subject has importance for them. 
Here reappears the problem of discourses. Even though the RFTSP has agreed on a priority of food security 
issues, the citizens may have completely different priorities. It is here crucial to remember that internally in 
the RFTSP there are years of experience and internal negotiation regarding how to tackle different subject, 
whereas the citizens are new to this knowledge. Establishing areas for deliberative processes to promote 
food security would take a lot of effort, and there is no guaranty that it will lead to a food security strategy. 
But this is not to say that it should not be attempted.   
 
  
7.4 Perspective  
 
“Prediction is very difficult, especially about the future”-Niels Bohr 
 
The conclusion to this paper is of course a product of choices I have made throughout the process. In the 
following I seek to describe what could have happened if I had approached the subject differently. Also I 
will highline future prospects of this subject.  
7.4.1 Working Further With the Subject 
If work with food security in Richmond should continue I would recommend looking further into the 
dynamics of deliberation processes. Also I would recommend conducting observations of the 
communication between grassroots movements and administrative officials, and conducting observation of 
deliberation events arranged by grassroots movements.    
7.4.2 Generalizability 
I argue that the conclusions reached and the suggestions of moving forward with food security are 
genaralizable for many different grassroots movements, NGO’s and even administrative bodies, working 
with the issues of food security. My reasoning is that the dynamics of organizations often are similar. The 
issue of discourses will present itself in any situations where a group of individuals must solve problems of 
food security. There will undoubtedly be local differences in the circumstances, policies, experiences and 
attitudes but complex issues, like food security or even global climate change, need to be divided into 
smaller subjects and subjected to deliberation processes in order to be solved. I will however note that it is 
only generalizable in western societies which are based on democratic processes. Also it is only 
generalizable in nations that are not expiring starvation, either as a consequence of emergencies i.e. 
natural disasters or war, or as a consequence of long-term poverty.    
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Appendix  
Appendix 2 – Video interview. 
 
Present: Arzeena Hamir, and 5 participants from the CHI workshop, HCI, Politics and the city, myself 
included. The names of the participants are know, but presented only as their capital letter.  
 
M0491 (Theme: income and produce)  
Hamir: (00.00.01) “*We sell them+ per bulbs, $3.” 
Z:”What?! That is insane” 
[The Richmond food sharing farm does sell some of the produce to local restaurants. For instance they sell 
garlic at the price of 3 Canadian Dollars per bulb.] 
 
M0496 (Theme: Aesthetics): 
Hamir: “like, they find the look of this really unappealing, and 
*A Breaks in+ “It’s hard to have a real garden without a place to put you tool”. 
Hamir: “How do you farm without.. Where do you put your tool?  
W: “I think it’s, that it’s like, like getting back to that perceived value of what’s happening Versus just like 
pure aesthetics. “ 
Z: (00.00.37): “Is it an aesthetic thing.. or is it the fact that there’s a semi permanent architectural feature 
that says ‘we’re here’?..” 
Hamir: “I think it’s a little bit of both, it’s certain park planners who are in charge of this park. We had a 
third shed, and when we okay, we can try and move everything into the other two sheds, they were just 
ecstatic and we got rid of a shed because honestly they thought it looked like a squanders, like people 
squatted in here.”      
 
M 0507 (Themes: solar panels and modular buildings): 
Hamir: ”But, they shot of the water pipes in October so they don’t freeze, and we still have a lot of stuff 
growing, so uhm, Ken who’s uhm, who lives actually very close by rigged  up this cross system on the side to 
collects rainwater into those barrels. He then put up the two solar panels Which then powers, there’s a 
battery inside  that shed and then there’s an electric line that … and it goes into a similar sort of pump in 
the barrels and we’re then able to water through the winter. So that’s pretty cool” 
Me: “But is that like public information or like Hush?” 
Hamir:”Well we don’t, cause you know solar panels are fairly expensive, we don’t really want a lot of 
people knowing about it, but we do tell everybody who come through for a tour and I mean the city 
obviously knows. “  
Hamir:”This was our newest edition, we’re not so pleased with *Points at a house like structure+ This is 
what UBC 2nd year engineers call modular. We wanted a modular, temporary area to hold our seedlings. 
W: It looks kind of permanent: 
Hamir: “doesn’t it?” 
Z: “Engineering? *Joking+Well, You should have gone with architecture” 
[Laughs and sniggers from everybody] 
Hamir: “Hey if I can get architecture students, WHO EVER [raised voice], but you know they build it, uhhh 
yeeaarh, they didn’t quite measure the shade cloth properly, but you know”. 
 
M0522 (Themes: Volunteers and documenting)  
W: “What about the volunteer work load, like are you actively like constantly needing like more volunteers 
or? 
 Hamir: “oh yeah” 
Me: “So how do you get the volunteers?” 
Hamir: “so we, we’re a member of volunteer Richmond, which gives us membership into like a broader 
Volunteer Vancouver and there a database that you can use and post, post we post group volunteering and 
individual volunteering, and it’s through the group volunteering that we get a lot of the Vancouver based 
high-tech companies coming cause we say up to a 150 people and we’re like one of the few sight that can 
do that.”  
Z: “And are they all weeding, are they all.. “ 
Hamir:” They’re doing different things, and we try like, cause we’ve been doing it for a number of years we 
know that not everybody wants   to weed for four hours so we’ll have them do.., and it’s interesting, 
they’re really into moving manure, they like that heavy lifting, shoveling, wheel barrowing, so we usually 
break them up into small, small groups, sub-groups and *I break in: “rotate them?”+ Rotate them through 
all the different activities”  
Z: “It sound like those activities are starting to articulate that process, you know, I wonder if you ever doc.. 
you, you ever document those activities, do you ever video document those activities? 
Hamir:” We have a Sharing Farm video that was more historical, of like how this group formed, how we do, 
like that kind of stuff, but not so much the documenting like a group,”  
*Z: Breaks in+: “I mean maybe you should even be encouraging, sort of out sourcing the documentation of 
these corporate events to these groups, and say ‘Oh if you wanna take video we totally encourage you, put 
it on you-tube, like…. *Hamir: “yaah”+    
Z: “Because the capture process in a way that photos don’t *A: “ yeah absolutely”+ they can put it on you-
tube, let them tag it, it’s like, let them do it, encourage them to bring video cameras. *A Breaks in:+” That’s a 
fabulous idea”.  
A: “Yeah, mmm mmm, cause they can use it for their own marketing” *I break in+ “and stuff like ‘look what 
we do for the community” 
Hamir:”Right now it’s usually, like photos and, you know we encourage the companies to, uhm, photograph 
the event, post it on their web site and then we also cross over, post it on our web site and on face book.” 
 
M0523: (Theme –The Sharing Farm patio)  
Hamir:”We wanted an area, and we know people aren’t always into the veggies, and they want a little bit 
more astatically pleasing, an area for our volunteers to gather and eat lunch together. We were hoping for 
an area out of the sun, because in the summer time it’s, it’s hard to find a shady spot to sit. So Telus 
[Internet-, phone- and TV-providing company in British Columbia Red.] approached us, they chose us as a 
sight to do a community project, 30.000 dollars, so the city right away asked, they forced us, to hire an 
architect to design it first of all, so that was a fairly large chunk of it [the budget of 30.000 red.] uhm, and 
then all of the lumber, everything, came out of this fund, and then when it came time to build the city 
helped prep the sight, their staff were here prepping, and then the build actually happened with volunteers 
from Telus. So uhm, with the help of the city again, uhm, the volunteers helped frame all the beds”  
 
  
Appendix 3 - Stacey Kuznetsov 
 
[Due to the protection of personal information, this appendix is not included in the on-line version. For 
further information please contact the author] 
  
 Appendix 4 – Ben Volpov 
 [Due to the protection of personal information, this appendix is not included in the on-line version. 
For further information please contact the author] 
 
 
